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CHAPTER VII. FOLLOW-UP ON CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

220. In chapter VII of'its annual report for 2003 (A/58/40, vol. I), the Committee described the
framework that it has set out for providing for more effective follow-up, subsequent to the adoption
of the concluding observations in respect of States parties’ reports submitted under article 40 of the
Covenant. In chapter VII of its last annual report (A/61/40, vol. 1), an updated account of the
Committee’s experience in this regard over the last year was provided. The current chapter again
updates the Committee’s experience to 1 August 2007.

221.  Over the period covered by the present annual report, Mr. Rafael Rivas-Posada continued to
act as the Committee’s Special Rapporteur for follow-up to concluding observations. At the
Committee’s eighty-fifth, eighty-sixth and eighty-seventh sessions, he presented progress reports to
the Committee on intersessional developments and made recommendations which prompted the
Committee to take appropriate decisions State by State. In view of Mr. Rivas-Posada’s election to
the Chair of the Committee, Sir Nigel Rodley was appointed the new Special Rapporteur for follow-
up on concluding observations at the Committee’s ninetieth session.

222. Forallreports of States parties examined by the Committee under article 40 of the Covenant
over the last year, the Committee has identified, according to its developing practice, a limited
number of priority concerns, with respect to which it seeks the State party’s response, within a period
ofayear, on the measures taken to give effect to its recommendations. The Committee welcomes the
extent and depth of cooperation under this procedure by States parties, as may be observed from the
following comprehensive table.' Over the reporting period, since 1 August 2006, 12 States parties
(Albania, Canada, Greece, Iceland, Israel, Italy, Slovenia, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Uganda,
Uzbekistan and Venezuela) have submitted information to the Committee under the follow-up
procedure. Since the follow-up procedure was instituted in March 2001, only 12 States parties
(Brazil, Central African Republic, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Mali,
Moldova, Namibia, Surinam, Paraguay, the Gambia, Surinam and Yemen) and UNMIK have failed
to supply follow-up information that has fallen due. The Committee reiterates that it views this
procedure as a constructive mechanism by which the dialogue initiated with the examination of a
report can be continued, and which serves to simplify the process of the next periodic report on the
part of the State party.

223.  The table below takes account of some of the Working Group’s recommendations and details
the experience of the Committee over the last year. Accordingly, it contains no reference to those
States parties with respect to which the Committee, upon assessment of the follow-up responses
provided to it, decided before 1 August 2006 to take no further action prior to the period covered
by this report.



Eighty-ninth session (March 2007)

State party: Madagascar

Report considered: Third periodic (due since1992), submitted on 24 May 2005.

Information requested:
Para. 7: Resumption of the work of the National Human Rights Commission, in accordance
with the Paris Principles; provision of adequate resources for Commission to function

effectively (art. 2).

Para. 24: Ensuring proper functioning of the judiciary, with sufficient resources, immediate
release of detainees whose case files are missing (arts. 9 and 14).

Para. 25: Steps to ensure that cases registered are heard without excessive delay
(arts. 9 and 14).

Date information due: 1 April 2008

Next report due: 23 March 2011

Note

1/ The table format was altered at the ninetieth session.
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